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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Social class has always been considered a single dominant Indepen¬
dent variable in studies of crime and delinquency and, therefore, has gained
importance in almost every theory. Several studies have concluded that
social position is related Inversely with criminality.In contrast to
these studies, there are some critical assessments which indicate an in¬
significant relationship between crime and social class,10"12 The dilemma
of whether social class has a significant relationship to crime, however,
remains unsolved.
One of the major criticisms raised against the association between
crime and social class is that the operational process of crime is often
overlooked. For example, the residential localities where lower status
people live may have high crime rates, because a small proportion of people
commit a large number of crimes. This possibility of high crime rates may
indicate that in each income group, there could be two communities of
people; high crime and low crime groups. Therefore, naturally, one could
suspect a strong relationship between crime and social class. In other
words, if the income has a significant impact on crime, it is seldom pos¬
sible for two crime categories to exist within the same social class.
This further raises the need to investigate if there are other factors, in
the absence of income, that could promote criminality within the individual.
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In an attempt to investigate those alternate factors, the present
study considers several variables which measure community characteristics
in terms of its structure, criminality, integration, public facilities and
type of crime. Since the study intends to control the sample for social
class, these characteristics are compared between two black communities:
low income/low crime blacks and low income/high crime blacks in the City of
Atlanta.
Statement of the Problem
Is there a relationship between black crime and certain socioeconomic
variables? This study is an attempt to test certain hypotheses within
black communities to determine whether or not certain factors contribute to
the criminality of black offenders within black communities. Debro et al.
obtained data from four census tracts in Atlanta attempting to explain the
relationship between blacks and crime. Those communities were within four
census tracts within Atlanta. The tracts were broken down into low income/
low crime; low income/high crime; middle income/low crime; and middle in¬
come/high crime.13 Bonds found that income had an insignificant effect
among black populations in terms of their criminality.1^ By replicating
the same methodology, the present study examines if the same conclusions
can be made with regard to low income black populations.
Purpose of the Study
This study compares and contrasts two distinct census tracts in the
City of Atlanta: (1) low income black populations with low crime rates;
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and (2) low income black populations with high crime rates. Three types of
crimes—robbery, assault, and burglary—were considered as variables in mea¬
suring community structure, community integration, and the availability of
community facilities. The study assumes that differential crime patterns
can be prevalent, based on a community's structure, integration, and avail¬
ability of facilities.
Hypotheses
The present study aims to test the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis One
The low income/high crime population is significantly different from





d. number of children
e. religion
f. size of household
g. number of male adults in the household
h. number of female adults in the household
i. number of male children in the household




The low income/high crime population is significantly different from
the low income/low crime population in terms of their criminal char¬
acteristics, i.e.:
a. excessive drinking of alcohol in public places
b. fear of crime
c. people damaging other's property
d. people using narcotics in public places
e. dangerousness of the community
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Hypothesis Three
The low income/high crime population Is significantly different from
the low Income/low crime population In terms of community Integration
factors, I.e,:
a. trouble-makers hanging around
b. neighbors not getting along
c. people saying Insulting things
d. trespassing on other's property
e. people fighting
Hypothesis Four
The low Income/high crime population Is significantly different from
the low Income/low crime population in terms of the available community
facilities, 1.e.:
a. police
b. public health facilities
c. public transportation
Hypothesis Five
The low Income/high crime population is significantly different from




Source of the Data
The data were obtained from the large data set made available
through another study by Debro et al,^^
Scope and Plan of the Study
The present study covers two census tracts In low Income black communi¬
ties In the City of Atlanta. For comparative purposes, the low Income popu-
5
lation Is divided Into two communities based on their crime rate: (a) high
crime, and (b) low crime.
The study utilizes 13 variables to measure community structure, five
variables to study criminal characteristics, five variables to represent
community Integration, three variables to Indicate community facilities,
and three variables to examine types of crimes. The study presumes that
the two communities of populations under consideration differ significantly
In terms of the above variables. The unit of analysis Is individuals in
households within two communities within the City of Atlanta,
The study covers 145 low Income Individuals with low crime and 164 low
Income Individuals with high crime. The data analysis Is completed at two
levels: (a) descriptive, and (b) Inferential,
At the descriptive level, distribution of sampled respondents. In
terms of the variables under consideration. Is studied. At the Inferential
stage, the statistical tool of Pearsons' Correlation Is used. The proposed
hypotheses are tested by utilizing a two tall T-Test,
Limitations of the Study
The study utilizes data that were collected at one point In time.
Therefore, the analysis of trends of the selected variables over a period
of time is not possible. Secondly, the study Includes only a limited
number of variables for the present purpose of comparison.
Organization of the Thesis
The thesis contains five chapters. The introduction chapter covers
a statement of the problem, purpose of the study, hypotheses, sources of
the data, scope and plan of the study, limitations of the study, and organi¬
zation of the thesis.
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Chapter Two includes a review of the literature on the differential
crime patterns.
Chapter Three constitutes the computational framework, measurement of
the variables and methodology.
Chapter Four Is the data analysis chapter and Chapter Five covers the
summary, conclusions and implications.
References and the bibliography are provided at the end of the thesis.
CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The literature on lower income criminality can be divided into two
categories: (a) studies focusing upon lower income juvenile delinquency, and
(b) studies focusing on lower class adult crime. However, in reviewing the
literature in these categories, one notices that the bulk of the literature
focuses more on lower income juvenile delinquency than on lower class adult
crime. In view of this situation, the emphasis in this literature review
is placed on the lower income juvenile delinquency category rather than on
the lower class adult crime category.
Historically, there has long been an assumption between the connection
of social deviance and social class. This has been a logical supposition
when one equates the lack of material wealth with a tendency towards crimi¬
nality, The statistics on ordinary crime consistently shows an over-repre¬
sentation of lower income persons. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that
there is a real difference between the behavior of people with regard to
social income groups as far as criminality is concerned.However, Tittle,
Villemez and Smith affirm that a relationship exists between the distribu¬
tion of social resources and behavioral manifestations, which is more
easily justified on theoretical than empirical grounds.Even then, the
extent of measuring the accuracy of this relationship is not quite clear,
because of the inappropriate way of compiling the data in support of the
relationship between social class and deviance.
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In fact, this was the major attack In the late 1950s and early 1960s,
This attack swayed the focus of research on the subject from classes to
strata. The hypothesis on behavioral difference among those In various
resource concentrations became much more difficult for those In the field
to test, thereby causing disinterest in the subject. However, some subdls-
cipllnes have continued to show Interest In the topic, especially those In
the field of deviance and criminology.^^ Many studies have concentrated
primarily on the relationship of social income and juvenile delinquency.
For the sake of availability and simplicity, we will explore those studies
conducted on the relationship between social Income origins and juvenile
delinquency.
Nye, Short and Olson, concluded that there is not a significant differ¬
ence In the delinquency of boys and girls belonging to different socioecono¬
mic strata.25 Their study was based on a sample of all 9th through 11th
grade students from three western communities and three mid-western com¬
munities, A delinquency checklist and dellquent behavior scale was utilized
to measure delinquent behavior. Questionnaires were anonymously issued.
The father's occupation was utilized to determine socioeconomic status.
The data were put to five tests with concluding evidence which failed to
uncover enough significant differences to negate the hypothesis.
Clark and Wenninger, set out to test several hypotheses regarding the
relationship between juvenile delinquency and socioeconomic status.2® Their
sample Included 1,154 public school students from the 6th through 12th
grades In the school systems of four different types of communities. The
four communities were chosen for their unique social class structure. The
occupational profile was determined by the "Duncan Socioeconomic Index for
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All Occupations," Questionnaires were anonymously administered and given
In communities consisting of 20 to 40 persons. They found that the pattern
of Illegal behavior within small communities or with “status areas" of a
large metropolitan center is determined by the predominant Income of that
area. Also affirmed was the fact that social differentiation within these
areas Is apparently not related to the Incidence of Illegal behavior.
Therefore, they suggested that there are conmunlty-wlde norms, which are
related to illegal behavior and to which juveniles adhere, regardless of
their social Income origins.27
Finally, one study theorized that one's location In the reward struc¬
ture of the school Is a far more Important determinant of non-conforming
behavior than one's social Income background.28 Kelly, elaborated further
on this theory and conducted another study to analyze the relationship.29
In this study, a questionnaire containing demographic, school and peer
variables was administered to all male and female seniors (180) attending
two high schools in western New York State. Status origins were determined
through “Hollingshead's Index of Social Position" along with an Oregon
supplement. The father's occupation determined classification Into the low
Income or the working Income group. Track position was determined by the
pupil's current curriculum, Kelly concluded that sex, along with track
position, is the best predictor of delinquent involvementHe also pro¬
posed that relative to one's background, one's location in the academic
hierarchy is the strongest and most consistent predictor of self-report
delinquent Involvement.
Accumulated data suggests that for the past four decades there has
been a uniform decline in the association between social Income and crime
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delinquency.There have been several factors that account for this decline.
Tittle, Vlllemez and Smith attribute several reasons which may be Important.
They are: (1) self-report never did report a valid negative relationship
between status and crime/delinquency; (2) that In previous decades, research
appeared to show a relationship because of biases In the criminal justice
process, which now have been corrected; and (3) that an Income relationship
did exist In the past but no longer exists because social Income generally
has become less Important.32
The fact Is that most research has tended to show a positive relation¬
ship between social Income and crime. This Is not accurate because the
available evidence has not been sorted out properly and proven valid.
Therefore, It seems appropriate to de-emphasize social Income and emphasize
variables which operate Independently of supposed Income differences. The
present study attempts to focus on those variables.
CHAPTER THREE
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK, MEASUREMENT OF VARIABLES, AND METHODOLOGY
This chapter presents a conceptual framework of relationships between
the presumed dependent variables and the presumed independent variables,
and a delineated outline of the hypotheses to be tested in the study. This
study essentially stemmed from "The Myth of Social Class and Criminality",
which states that ecological correlations reflect an underlying negative
association between the social status of Individuals and criminal be¬
havior.33,34
Conceptual Framework
The literature reviewed In Chapter Two suggests the theoretical Inter¬
relationships diagramed In Chart 1. As shown in this chart, the type of
crime Is the function of four important sets of variables, namely;
a. Community structural characteristics
b. Criminal characteristics
c. Community Integration, and
d. Available community facilities.
Structural characteristics explain such characteristics of a popula¬
tion as age, education, marital status, number of children, size of house¬
hold, number of male adults In the household, number of female adults In
the household, number of male children In the household, number of female
children in the household, occupation of respondents, duration of stay in
the present community and sex.
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Criminal characteristics Indicate the susceptibility of one being vic¬
timized In the community. This can be measured through such Indicators as
prevalence of excessive drinking, fear of crime, people damaging property,
public narcotics usage, and dangerousness of the community.
At a latter stage, community Integration Is an Important factor because
poor Integration, or a lack of Integration, In the community Is often con¬
sidered a supporting factor of crime. This factor is the result of a com¬
bination of variables: trouble-makers hanging around, neighbors not getting
along, people saying Insulting things, trespassing on other's property, and
people fighting.
Finally, the community Is also assured security from the government
side. The strength of such security lies In the degree of the public faci¬
lities available to the community. Three major facilities which are expect¬
ed to be available to any given community are police, public health and
public transportation.
The ultimate dependent variable in the study is the types of crimes.
For the sake of simplicity, three types of crimes are In the analysis. They
are burglar7, robber7 and assault. Since the major intent of the study is
to examine whether or not Income has a significant Impact on criminality, a
comparatlye analysis of the above variables has been undertaken between the
communities of low income with high crime and low Income with low crime.
Measurement of Variables
This section Is concerned with the procedures for measuring the vari¬
ables proposed above. This section will be classified In order to maintain
clarity In the following manner.
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1. Measurement of Independent Variables:
a. structural characteristics
b. criminal characteristics
c. community integration characteristics
d. community facilities
2. Measurement of Dependent Variables:a.types of crimes
The independent variables in the present study are measured as fol¬
lows:
1. Structural characteristics - this factor is a combination of a
set of the following variables:
a. Age - age is measured in terms of the completed number of
years by the respondent.
b. Education - education is measured in terms of the amount of
schooling. This is a close-ended question with a set of
options: still enrolled in high school (01), dropped out of
grade school (02), completed grade school only (03), dropped
out of high school (04), graduated from high school, but
received no additional education (05), graduated from high
school, and had vocational training (06), had vocational
training, but did not graduate from high school (07), com¬
pleted from zero to two years of college (08), completed two
or three years of college (09), graduated from college (10),
graduate or professional training (11), obtained GED (12),
and never attended school (00).
c. Marital Status - marital status is measured by seven options:
single and under 18 years old (01), single and 19 or over
(02), married (03), separated (04), divorced (05), widowed
(06), and living together (07).
15
d. Number of Children - the number of children measured by the
actual number reported by the respondent.
e. Religion - religion Is measured by a diverse sect of theo¬
logical philosophies. These are: Baptist (01), Protestant
(02), Holiness/Sanctified (03), Hebrew (04), African Metho¬
dist Episcopalian (AME) (05), Muslim (06), Methodist (07),
Catholic (08), Pentecostal (09), Jehovah's Witness (10),
Episcopalian (11), Seventh Day Adventist (12), Lutheran
(13), Christian (14), Non-denominational (15), and None (00).
f. Size of Household - the size of household Is measured by the
actual number reported by the respondent.
g. Number of Male Adults In the Household - the number of male
adults In the household Is measured exactly as reported by
the respondent.
h. Number of Female Adults In the Household - the number of fe¬
male adults In the household Is measured exactly as reported
by the respondent.
1. Number of Male Children In the Household - the number of
male children In the household Is measured by the actual num¬
ber reported by the respondent.
j. Number of Female Children In the Household - the number of
female children In the household Is measured In terms of the
actual number reported by the respondent.
k. Occupation - the measurement of occupation Included many In¬
consistent occupation titles. Therefore, It was necessary
to develop an additional list which allowed for more speci¬
fic occupations. This list was developed by taking the
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actual response from the questionnaire and alphabetizing
this list. Numerical codes were then assigned to the list.^^
l. Duration of Stay - the duration of stay is measured by the
actual time of residency reported by each respondent.
m. Sex - the sex of each respondent is measured by two options:
male (01), and female (02).
2. Criminal Characteristics - this factor is a combination of a set
of the following variables:
a. Excessive Drinking of Alcohol in Public Places - excessive
drinking in public places is measured in terms of the follow¬
ing three codes: not a problem (01), somewhat a problem
(02), and big problem (03).
b. Fear of Crime - fear of crime is measured in terms of the
following three codes: not a problem (01), somewhat a
problem (02), and big problem (03).
c. People Damaging Other's Property - people damaging other's
property is measured as above with three options: not a
problem (01), somewhat a problem (02), and big problem (03).
d. People Using Narcotics in Public Places - people using narco¬
tics in public places is measured in terms of three options:
not a problem (01), somewhat a problem (02), and big problem
(03).
e. Dangerousness of the Community - the dangerousness of a com¬
munity is also measured in terms of whether it was perceived
as: not a problem (01), somewhat a problem (02), and big
problem (03).
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3. Community Integration - this factor Is a combination of a set of
the following variables:
a. Trouble-makers Hanging Around - trouble-makers hanging around
Is measured In terms of the trouble-makers In the community
with a set of three options: not a problem (01), somewhat a
problem (02), and big problem (03).
b. Neighbors Not Getting Along - neighbors not getting along Is
measured In terms of the confusion between neighbors In the
community with three options: not a problem (01), somewhat
a problem (02), and big problem (03).
c. People Saying Insulting Things - people saying Insulting
things Is measured by the Insulting remarks encountered by
the respondent and perceived as: not a problem (01), some¬
what a problem (02), and big problem (03).
d. Trespassing on Other's Property - trespassing on other's pro-
1s measured In terms of the following three options: not a
problem (01), somewhat a problem (02), and big problem (03).
e. People Fighting - people fighting Is measured as the above
variables with three options: not a problem (01), somewhat
a problem (02), and big problem (03).
4. Community Facilities - this factor Is a combination of a set of
the following variables:
a. Police - police services In the community are measured in
terms of the quality of service rendered through a set of
five options: police services poor (01), police services
fair (02), police services average (03), police services
good (04), police services very good (05).
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b. Public Health Facilities - public health facilities in the
community are measured in terms of the number reported by
the respondent. These are yes (01) and no (02).
c. Public Transportation - public transportation is measured in
terms of the community's opinion over the service provided
through the following five options: service ver^ poor (01),
service poor (02), service average (03), service good (04),
and service very good (05).
The dependent variable in the present study is measured as follows:
1. Types of Crimes - this factor is a combination of a set of the
following variables:
a. Burglary - the degree of burglary in the community is mea¬
sured by the following five options: never (01), very rarely
(02), once in a while (03), fairly often (04), and repeated¬
ly (05).
b. Robbery - the degree of robbery, as with the above variable,
is measured in terms of the frequency in the community
through five options: never (01), very rarely (02), once in
a while (03), fairly often (04), and repeatedly (05).
c. Assault - the degree of assault in a community is measured
by the same five options. They are: never (01), very rarely
(02), once in awhile (03), fairly often (04), and repeatedly
(05).
This section describes the mode of measuring each variable. The pre¬
sent study expects significant differences between the low income communi¬
ties with high crime and with low crime in terms of all the above variables.
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The next section will provide the methodology adopted for manipulating the
data gathered in the present study.
Methodology
This section discusses the theoretical aspects of the various statis¬
tical functions performed for the purposes of analyzing the data.
Since the Debro et al. study already provided data by low income/high
crime and low income/low crime, the present study utilizes the information
to examine how the two communities of low income category—one with high
crime and the other with low crime—differ in their nature.Thus, we are
attempting in this study to explore what could be the best predictor of
crime, in the absence of any considerable effect of income. The actual data
analysis have been conducted at two levels: descriptive and inferential.
Descriptive analysis includes frequency distribution, mean, standard
deviation, percentages and a parametric measure; the two tail T-test. At
the inferential level, we have Pearsons' Correlation Analysis, The purpose,
objective, and the method of computation are discussed below,
Pearsons' Product Moment Correlation Coefficient (r)
Pearson's Correlation is a statistical measure of the amount of spread
around the linear least square reduction.^7 This correlation is commonly
used in studying the relationship between severity and certainity of index
crime. This correlation is especially appealing because it can be easily
interpreted and it ranges from -1,0 to 1,0, In measuring the effectiveness
of the coefficient, it may be concluded that the larger the magnitude, the
better the cohesiveness. If the coefficient equals zero, there is no cor¬




Operationally, the correlation coefficient consists of the ratio of
the CO-variation to the square root of the product of the variation in x
and the variation in y. The square of the coefficient (\/) can be de¬
fined as the coefficient of determination or proportion of variance that is
explained in the dependent variable.
CHAPTER FOUR
ANALYSIS OF DATA AND TESTING OF HYPOTHESES
This chapter will discuss the analysis of results and findings re¬
garding the Interrelationships of the Independent and the dependent vari¬
ables of low Income/low crime and low Income/high crime groups. First, the
discussion will focus on the descriptive analysis. In this section, the
sample distribution according to: (a) structural characteristics; (b)
criminal characteristics; (c) community characteristics; (d) community
facilities; and (e) types of crimes, will be discussed. Second, the Infer¬
ential procedure (correlation) employed Is discussed In order to observe the
magnitude and direction of the relationship between variables under study.
Descriptive Analysis
Sample Distribution According to Structural Characteristics
This section compares low Income/low crime with low Income/high crime
In terms of selected structural characteristics (see Table 1).
1, Age - The mean age of the low Income/low crime community was al¬
most equal (39 years) to that of the low Income/high crime commun¬
ity (38,9 years). Among the low income/low crime group, 29% aged
between 15 and 19 years and 37% reported over 50 years. The low
Income/high crime community indicated that 33% are In the 20 to
24 year old range and 39% aged 50 years or over.
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15-19 40 29 39.133 36 21 38.919
20-24 15 10 (20.597) 36 23 (21.569)
25-29 9 5 11 7
30-34 6 4 7 4
35-39 7 4 6 4
40-44 6 4 3 2
45-49 7 5 5 3
50+ 53 37 57 39
EDUCATION:
Still enrolled in high school 26 17.9 6.490 21 12.8 5.311
Dropped out of grad, school 7 4.8 (13.740) 19 11.6 (10.684)
Completed grad, school only 8 5.5 13 7.9
Dropped out of high school 28 19.3 47 28.7
Graduated from high school but
received no additional education 38 26.2 37 22.6
Graduated from high school and
had vocational training 7 4.8 9 5.5
Had vocational training but did

















Completed zero to two years college 15 10.3 8 4.9
Completed two to three years college 3 2.1 3 1.8
Graduated from college 4 2.8 2 1.2
Graduate or Professional Training 2 1.4 1 0.6
Never attended school 1 0.7 2 1.2
DK/NA 3 2.1 2 1.2
MARITAL STATUS:
Single under 18 years old 34 23.4 2.863 25 15.2 3.104
Single, 19 years and over 22 15.2 (1.580) 55 33.5 (1.706)
Married 53 36.6 28 17.1
Separated 7 4.8 17 10.4
Divorced 5 3.4 11 6.7
Widowed 18 12.4 25 15.2
Living Together — — 2 1.2
DK/NA 6 4.1 1 0.6
NUMBER OF CHILDREN:
0 49 33.8 8.094 72 43.9 3.346
1- 3 64 44.1 (21.589) 69 42.1 (4.126)























































































1- 3 65 44.9 4.113 111 67.7 3.062
4- 6 55 37.9 (2.403) 37 22.6 (2.144)
7- 9 18 12.4 9 5.5
10-12 2 1.4 4 2.4
13-15 2 1.4
DK/NA 3 2.1 3 1.8
NUMBER OF MALE ADULTS IN THE HOUSEHOLD:
0 25 17.2 1.530 53 32.3 1.476
1 78 53.8 (0.867) 71 43.3 (0.850)
2 21 14.5 19 11.6
3 14 9.7 11 6.7
4 3 2.1 1 0.6
5 1 0.7 --
6 -- 1 0.6
DK/NA 3 2.1 8 4.9
NUMBER OF FEMALE ADULTS IN THE HOUSEHOLD:
0 11 7.6 1.550 27 16.5 1.453














2 32 22.1 27 16.5
3 12 8.3 5 3.0
4 2 1.4 3 1.8
5 3 1.8
6 2 1.4 — --
DK/NA 3 2.1 9 5.5
NUMBER OF MALE CHILDREN IN THE HOUSEHOLD:
0 79 54.5 1.548 114 69.5 1.405
1 39 26.9 (0.843) 30 18.3 (0.798)
2 15 10.3 9 5.5
3 5 3.4 2 1.2
4 3 2.1
5 1 0.6
DK/NA 4 2.8 8 4.9
NUMBER OF FEMALE CHILDREN IN THE HOUSEHOLD:
0 83 57.2 1.672 114 69.5 1.634
1 33 22.8 (0.944) 23 14.0 (0.859)













Clerical and kindred workers
Sales Workers
Craftsmen, foremen and kindred
workers
Operatives and kindred workers
Private household workers
Service workers, except private
household
Laborers, except farm and mine
Students
















7 4.8 8.394 8 4.9
1 1.7 (3.956) 1 0.6
8 5.5 3 1.8
18 12.4 15 9.1
1 0.7 — —
16 11.0 18 11.0
7 4.8 2 1.2
11 7.6 18 11.0
12 8.3 28 17.1
6 4.1 11 6.7
32 22.1 25 15.2
8 5.5 11 6.7
















Housewife 5 3.4 17 10.4
DK/NA 8 5.5 3 1.8
DURATION OF STAY:
0 1 0.7 8.974 4 2.4 8.692
1- 5 57 39.4 (9.956) 66 40.2 (8.402)
6-10 32 22.0 25 15.2
11-15 7 4.9 10 6.0
16-20 11 7.7 14 8.4
21-25 3 2.1 4 4.2
26+ 7 4.9 4 4.2
DK/NA 27 18.6 34 20.7
SEX:
Male 56 38.6 1.611 62 37.8 1.617
Female 88 60.7 (0.489) 100 61.0 (0.488)
DK/NA 1 0.7 2 0.2
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2. Education - The average number of years of education was six for
the low Income/low crime group and five for the low Income/high
crime group. For the low Income/low crime group, it was quite
clear that there was a slightly higher amount of educated respon¬
dents—two respondents reported having graduate or professional
training, while only one case was reported In the low Income/low
crime community in this category. In the low income/high crime
community, 29% dropped out of high school as opposed to 19% In
the other community, but received no additional education. Twen-
ty-slx percent of the low Income/low crime community reported
graduating from high school, with no additional education, while
19% was reported for the low income/high crime group.
3. Marital Status - Thirty-seven percent of the low Income/low crime
community was married, whereas, this percentage was only 17% in
the low income/high crime group. There were two cases with a
status of "living together" In the low income/high crime commun¬
ity, but none for the low income/low crime group,
4. Number of Children - The average number of children In the house¬
hold for the low Income/low crime community was eight, as opposed
to five for the low income/high crime group. The low income/low
crime group Indicated 34% with no children, while the low income/
high crime group reproted 44% with no children. Forty-four per¬
cent of the low income/low crime community and 42% of the low
Income/high crime community reported having from one to three
children.
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5. Religion - The highest percentage in both communities were the
Baptist (60% for the low income/low crime community and 66% for
the low income/high crime group). The Methodist denomination was
the second largest religious group, with 13% in the low income/low
crime community and 7% in the low income/high crime community.
6. Size of Household - The average size of households for low income/
low crime groups was reported as four persons, with low income/
high crime groups reporting three persons. Forty-five percent of
the total households varied in size from one to three members;
whereas, this percentage was 68 for the low income/high crime
group. A higher percentage was also observed in the household
size with four to six members, which varied from 38% for the for¬
mer community to 23% for the latter.
7. Number of Male Adults in the Household - The average number of
male adults reported in the household was one for both communi¬
ties. When this comparison was made more elaborately, it was ob¬
served that 54% of the low income/low crime community and 43% of
the low income/high crime community reported one male adult per
househould. Only one household in the low income/low crime group
reported five male adults and one household in the low income/high
crime group reported six male adults,
8. Number of Female Adults in the Household - An average of one fe¬
male adult in the household was the general pattern in both groups,
which was exemplified by 57% among the low income/low crime com¬
munity and 55% among the low income/high crime group. Also shown
were two households with six female adults in the low income/low
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crime community and three households with five female adults in
the low income/high crime group.9.Number of Male Children in the Household - The average number of
male children in the household for both communities was one. For
the low income/low crime group, approximately 55% reported no
male children In the household and only three households reported
four male children. The percentage of households in the low in¬
come/high crime community that reported no male children was
higher than 75%. Only one household in this community reported
five male children.
10. Number of Female Children in the Household - The average number
of female children in the household was one for both communities.
For the low income/low crime group, approximately 57% reported no
female children and five households reported four female child¬
ren, A significantly higher percentage (70%) was observed in the
low income/high crime community with no female children. Two
households of this group reported four female children.
11. Occupation - Five percent of both communities reported being em¬
ployed as a professional, technical or kindred worker. Seven
percent was reported in the low income/high crime community,
while this percentage was lower in the low income/low crime com¬
munity (6%). The number of housewives were also significantly
lower with only five cases reported in the low income/low crime
community, as opposed to 17 in the low income/high crime group,
12. Duration of Stay - The average length of stay for both communi¬
ties was nine years. Thirty-nine percent were in the community
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between one to five years and four percent over 26 years length
of stay In the low Income/high crime group.
13. Sex - The sex distribution of the respondents In the two communi¬
ties was 39% males and 61% females for the low Income/low crime
community and 38% males and 61% females for the low Income/high
crime group.
Sample Distribution According to Criminal Characteristics
This section compares low Income/low crime with low Income/high crime
In terms of selected criminal characteristics. Table 2 presents data on
all criminal characteristics.
1. Excessive Drinking of Alcohol in Public Places - For the low In¬
come/low crime group, 68% reported excessive drinking in public
places was "not a problem." Only 13% of the respondents reported
this as a "big problem." For the low Income/high crime community,
56% reported excessive drinking in public places was "not a pro¬
blem"; however, 17% reported It being a "big problem."
2. Fear of Crime - For the low Income/low crime group, 70% of the
respondents reported that fear of crime was "not a problem" and
10% of the respondents reported that fear of crime was a "big pro¬
blem." For the low Income/high crime community, 62% stated that
fear of crime Is "not a problem"; whereas, 17% of the respondents
reported that It Is a "big problem."
3. People Damaging Other's Property - The low Income/low crime com¬
munity Indicated that 82% perceived people damaging other's pro¬
perty as "not a problem"; whereas, only 76% of the respondents in
the low Income/high crime community perceived people damaging
other's property as "not a problem." Ten percent of the latter











EXCESSIVE DRINKING OF ALCOHOL
IN PUBLIC PLACES:
Not a Problem 99





Not a Problem 102
Somewhat a Problem 25
Big Problem 15
DK/NA 3
PEOPLE DAMAGING OTHER'S PROPERTY:
Not a Problem 119
Somewhat a Problem 19
Big Problem 6
DK/NA 1
68.3 1.437 92 56.1 1.584
16.6 (0.719) 34 20.7 (0.781)
13.1 28 17.1
2.1 10 6.1
70.3 1.387 101 61.6 1.544
17.2 (.0672) 31 18.9 (0.776)
10.3 28 17.1
2.1 4 2.4
82.1 1.215 125 76.2 1.306














PEOPLE USING NARCOTICS IN
PUBLIC PLACES:
Not a Problem 89 61.4 1.585 84 51.2 1.577
Somewhat a Problem 23 15.9 (0.819) 27 16.5 (0.793)
Big Problem 30 20.7 26 15.9
DK/NA 3 2.1 27 16.5
DANGEROUSNESS TO COMMUNITY:
Much More Dangerous 1 0.7 3.852 10 6.1 3.248
More Dangerous 6 4.1 (0.914) 15 9.1 (0.987)
About Average 47 32.4 56 34.1
Less Dangerous 47 32.4 50 30.5
Much Less Dangerous 41 28.3 10 6.1
DK/NA 3 2.1 23 14.0
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community and four percent of the former group indicated that pro¬
perty damage by others was a "big problem,"
4. People Using Narcotics in Public Places - Sixty-one percent of
the low income/low crime community reported that people using nar¬
cotics publicly was "not a problem"; whereas, 51% of the low
income/high crime community felt it was "not a problem," Sixteen
percent of the low income/high crime community and 21% of the low
income/low crime community reported it as a "big problem,"
5, Dangerousness of the Community - Thirty-two percent of the low
income/low crime group and 31% of the low income/high crime com¬
munity stated that the community in which they live was "less dan¬
gerous," Six cases in the former group and 15 cases in the latter
group reported that the community was "more dangerous."
Sample Distribution According to Community Integration Characteristics
This section compares low income/low crime with low income/high crime
in terms of selected community integration characteristics. Table 3 pre¬
sents data on all community integration characteristics.
1, Trouble-makers Hanging Around - Seventy-four percent of the low
income/low crime group, as opposed to sixty-two percent of the
low income/high crime community, reported that they did not have
the problem of trouble-makers hanging around. Only eight per¬
cent in the low income/low crime group, while 18% in the low in¬
come/high crime community perceived trouble-makers hanging around
as a "big problem."
2. Neighbors Not Getting Along - Eighty-one percent of the low in¬
come/low crime community and 75% of the low income/high crime com¬
munity stated that neighbors not getting along was "not a problem. II
Table 3, Community Integration Characteristics of Low Income/Low Crime and Low Income/High Crime
Communities,
Low Income/Low Crime Low Income/High Crime










Not a Problem 107 73.8 1.331 102 62.2 1.538
Somewhat a Problem 23 15.9 (0.627) 24 14.6 (0.798)
Big Problem 12 8.3 30 18.3
DK/NA 3 2.1 8 4.9
NEIGHBORS NOT GETTING ALONG:
Not a Problem 118 81.4 1.243 123 75.0 1.202
Somewhat a Problem 17 11.7 (0.558) 24 14.6 (0.603)
Big Problem 9 6.2 12 7.3
DK/NA 1 0.7 5 3.0
PEOPLE SAYING INSULTING THINGS:
Not a Problem no 74.9 1.303 112 68.3 1.381
Somewhat a Problem 26 17.9 (0.581) 35 21.3 (0.633)
Big Problem 9 6.2 13 7.9
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Not a Problem 117
Somewhat a Problem 19
Big Problem 9
DK/NA
64.8 1.438 124 75.6 1.288
25.5 (0.655) 26 15.9 (0.576)
9.0 10 6.1
0.7 4 2.4
80.7 1.255 105 64.0 1.444




Only seven percent In the low Income/high crime community reported
it as a "big problem" and six percent reported this perception in
the low income/low crime group.
3. People Saying Insulting Things - Seventy-six percent of the low
income/low crime community and 68% of the low income/high crime
comnunity perceived the problem of people saying insulting things
as "not a big problem," Six percent in the low income/low crime
community and eight percent in the low income/high crime community
perceived people saying insulting things as being a "big problem."
4. Trespassing on Other's Property - In the low income/low crime
group, 65% reported that trespassing on other's property was "not
a problem", while nine percent indicated that it was a "big pro¬
blem." Likewise. 76% of the low income/high crime community re¬
ported that it was "not a problem" and six percent reported it to
be a "big problem."
5. People Fighting - For 81% of the low class/low crime group, people
fighting was "not a problem." Comparatively, a lower percentage
(64%) was found in the low income/high crime group. Six percent
in the low income/low crime group indicated that it was a "big
problem"; whereas, nine percent in the low income/high crime com¬
munity reported fighting as a "big problem,"
Sample Distribution According to Community Facility Characteristics
This section compares low income/low crime with low income/high crime
in terms of the status of the selected community facilities available.
Table 4 presents data on these variables.












Very Poor 8 5.5 3.471 22 13.4 2.994
Poor 16 11.0 (1.167) 31 18.9 (1.234)
Average 51 35.2 47 28.7
Good 26 17.9 34 20.7
Very Good 35 24.1 20 12.2
DK/NA 9 6.2 10 6.1
PUBLIC HEALTH:
Yes 55 37.9 1.607 83 50.6 1.411
No 85 58.6 (0.490) 58 35.4 (0.494)
DK/NA 4 2.8 9 14.0
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION:
Very Poor 7 4.8 3.735 17 10.4 3.447
Poor 11 7.6 (1.165) 14 8.5 (1.231)
About Average 36 24.8 44 26.8
Good 34 23.4 49 29.9
Very Good 44 30.3 35 21.3
DK/NA 12 8.3 5 3.0
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1. Police - For the low Income/low crime group, 35% indicated police
services were about "average" and 11% reported that services were
"very poor," On the other hand, for the low income/high crime
group, 21% perceived that the police services in the community
were "good." Thirteen percent felt that services by police In
the community were "very poor."
2. Public Health Facilities - Fifty-nine percent reported the avail¬
ability of "no public health facilities" in the low income/low
crime group and 35% in the low income/high crime group. At the
other end of the spectrum, 38% of the low income/low crime commun¬
ity and 51% of the low Income/high crime community indicated the
availability of these facilities.
3. Public Transportation - Twenty-five percent of the low income/
low crime group reported public transportation was about "aver¬
age." Thirty percent of the low income/high crime community re¬
ported that it was "good," Five percent of the low Income/low
crime community reported that it was "very poor," A higher per¬
centage is seen In the low Income/high crime conmunlty (10%),
Sample Distribution According to the Types of Crimes
This section compares low income/low crime with low income/high
crime in terms of selected types of crimes. Table 5 presents data on all
types of crimes.
1. Burglary - Thirty-five percent reported burglar7 occurring "very
rarely" in the low income/low crime community and 25% in the
low income/high crime group. Two cases were reported as "re¬
peatedly occurring" in the low income/low crime community; where-














Never 55 37.9 1.920 39 23.8 2.351
Very Rarely 50 34.5 (0.952) 41 25.0 (1.055)
Once in a While 24 16.6 48 29.3
Fairly Often 7 4.8 17 10.4
Repeatedly 2 1.4 3 1.8
DK/NA 7 4.8 16 9.8
ROBBERIES:
Never 91 62.8 1.500 46 28.0 2.392
Very Rarely 29 20.0 (0.834) 29 17.7 (1.170)
Once in a While 9 6.2 48 29.3
Fairly Often 7 4.8 19 11.6
Repeatedly — — 6 3.7













Never 107 73.8 1.412 58 35.4 2.243
Very Rarely 12 8.3 (0.907) 28 17.1 (1.264)
Once in a While 9 6.2 31 18.9
Fairly Often 6 4.1 19 11.6
Repeatedly 2 1.4 8 4.9
DK/NA 9 6.2 20 12.2
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as, three cases were reported in this category for the low
income/high crime group.
2, Robbery - Sixty-three percent in the low income/low crime com¬
munity reported robbery as "never" occurring, with five percent
reporting "fairly often." In the low income/high crime group,
28% indicated robbery "never" occurred and six percent indicated
it occurred "repeatedly,"
3. Assaults - Seventy percent of the low income/low crime community
indicated assaults "never" occurred. Only 35% reported this in
the low income/high crime group. Nine respondents in the low
income/low crime community indicated assault occurred "once in a
while." Six respondents indicated assaults as "fairly often" and
two respondents in this category indicated assaults as happening
"repeatedly."
The next section will examine how the variables discussed above are
correlated to the types of crimes among the two communities of low income.
Inferential Procedures •
Correlation analysis is used in order to observe the strength and the
direction of the association between the variables under study, and the
types of crimes in low income/low crime communities as well as in low in¬
come/high crime groups. The results are presented separately for burglary,
robbery and assault in Tables 6, 7 and 8, respectively. Also, each table
is divided into four parts: structural characteristics; criminal charac¬
teristics; community integration; and community facilities; in order to
distinguish between the sets of variables as conceptualized in Chapter
Three.
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1. Burglary - The relationship of the variables under study with
burglary can be examined from the correlation coefficients pre¬
sented In Table 6, Among the structural characteristics, age
marital status, and number of children were seen to be signifi¬
cant In general (pooled sample). When these relationships were
observed for subgroups (low class/low crime and low class/high
crime groups) the number of children looses Its significance.
Among the criminal characteristics, excessive drinking of
alcohol In public places, fear of crime, people damaging other's
property, and people using narcotics In public places were the
significant positive associates of burglary; and dangerousness of
the community was a significant negative associate In general
(pooled sample). For the low Income/high crime community and the
low Income/low crime group, dangerousness of the community was
the significant negative associate of burglary; excessive drink¬
ing of alcohol, fear of crime, people damaging other's property
and people using narcotics In public places were all significant
positive associates.
Among the community Integration characteristics, trouble¬
makers hanging around, neighbors not getting along, people saying
insulting things, trespassing on other's property and people
fighting were the significant positive associates of burglary in
general (pooled sample). Neighbors not getting along, trespassing
on other's property and people fighting were the significant posi¬
tive associates for the low income/low crime community, while
trouble makers hanging around, neighbors not getting along, people
saying Insulting things, trespassing on other's property and
Table 6. Pearsons' Correlation Coefficients Between Burglary and the
Selected Characteristics for Pooled Sample, Low Income/Lcjw Crime









Age -0.1178* -0.1718* -0.1701
Education -0.0602 -0.0235 -0.1002
Marital Status -0.0678* -0.1390* -0.1578*
Number of Children -0.1023* -0.0999 0.0107
Religion 0.0066 0.0324 -0.0266
Size of Household -0.0213 0.0685 0.0280
Number of Male Adults In
the Household -0.0308 0.0383 -0.1331
Number of Female Adults In
the Household 0.0524 0.0383 0.0851
Number of Male Children
In the Household 0.0390 0.2141* -0.03451
Number of Female Children
in the Household 0.0308 0.0515 0.0185
Occupation 0.0589 -0.0912 0.0503
Duration of Stay 0.0154 -0.0037 0.00398
Sex 0.0191 -0.06398 0.1061
Criminal Characteristics
Excessive Drinking of
Alcohol In Public Places 0.2731* 0.4230 0.23564*
Fear of Crime 0.3730* 0.3109* 0.3305*











P roperty 0.2336* 0.2776* 0.1574*
People Using Narcotics
in Public Places 0.3137* 0.3587* 0.4377*
Dangerousness in
Community -0.2471* -0.1577* -0.32219*
Community Inteqrati on
Trouble-makers Hanging
Around 0.2956* 0.3587* 0.2209*
Neighbors Not Getting
Along 0.1763* 0.1500* 0.2528*
People Saying Insulting
Things 0.2417* 0.2397* 0.3213*
Trespassing on Private
Property 0.2243* 0.3636* 0.2247*
People Fighting 0.2664* 0.3728* 0.2447*
Community Facilities
Police -0.0788* -0.1395* 0.0408
Public Health Facilities -0.0385 -0.0658 0.0243
Public Transportation -0.0600 -0.0522 -0.0506
♦Significant at 0.05 Level.
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people fighting were all significant positive associates for the
low income/high crime group.
Among the community facilities, police was the signifi¬
cant negative associate of burglary in general (pooled sample).
For the low income/low crime group, the police was the only
significant negative associate. The low income/high crime com¬
munity had no significant structural characteristics.
2. Robbery - The relationship of the variables under study with rob¬
bery can be examined from the correlation coefficients presented
in Table 7.
Among the structural characteristics, age, education, and
size of household was the significant negative associates, while
occupation was the significant positive associate of robbery in
general (pooled sample). For the low income/low crime group,
number of children was the significant negative associate. For
the low income/high crime group, there were no significant cor¬
relations.
Among the criminal characteristics, excessive drinking of
alcohol in public places, fear of crime, people damaging other's
property, and people using narcotics in public places were signi¬
ficant positive associates of robbery; whereas, dangerousness of
the community was the significant negative associate in general
(pooled sample). The low income/low crime community showed ex¬
cessive drinking of alcohol in public places, fear of crime, and
people damaging other's property as significant positive asso¬
ciates. For the low income/high crime group, excessive drinking
Table 7. Pearsons' Correlation Coefficients between Robbery and the Select¬
ed Characteristics for Pooled Sample, Low Income/Low Crime and









Age -0.1178* -0.0218 -0.1044
Education -0.0795* -0.0733 -0.1173
Marital Status 0.0306 -0.0020 -0.0488
Number of Children -0.0752 -0.1711* -0.0139
Religion 0.0555 -0.0876 -0.0127
Size of Household -0.0745* 0.0619 -0.0482
Number of Male Adults In
the Household -0.0313 0.0514 -0.0796
Number of Female Adults In
the Household 0.0236 0.0649 0.0554
Number of Male Children
In the Household -0.0784 -0.1148 -0.1551
Number of Female Children
In the Household 0.0559 0.0754 0.0382
Occupation 0.0808* -0.1279 0.0014
Duration of Stay -0.0104 0.0949 0.0564
Sex 0.0476 0.0944 0.0198
Criminal Characterlsties
Excessive Drinking of
Alcohol In Public Places 0.3597* 0.3244* 0.3557*
Fear of Crime 0.3082* 0.2463* 0.4040*
♦Significant at 0.05 Level,
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Table 7. (Continued.)
Pooled Low Income/ Low Income/
Variable Sample Low Crime High Crime
People Damaging Other's
Property 0.2948* 0.1764* 0.2368*
People Using Narcotics
in Public Places 0.3260* 0.1316 0.4902*
Dangerousness in
Community -0.3099* -0.0893 -0.2869
Community Integration
Trouble-makers Hanging
Around 0.3553* 0.3110* 0.3023*
Neighbors Not Getting
Along 0.2196 0.0855 0.3090*
People Saying Insulting
Things 0.3070* 0.2492* 0.2591
Trespassing on Private
Property 0.0965* 0.0906 0.1313*
People Fighting 0.3194* 0.1166 0.3392*
Community Facilities
Police -0.0586 0.0681 -0.0554
Public Health Facilities -0.0833 -0.0080 -0.0990
Public Transportation -0.0024 0.0619 -0.0373
♦Significant at 0,05 Level
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of alcohol in public places, fear of crime, people damaging
other's property and people using narcotics in public places were
the significant positive associates of robbery, while dangerous¬
ness of the community was the significant negative associate.
Among the community integration characteristics, trouble¬
makers hanging around, neighbors not getting along, people say¬
ing insulting things, trespassing on other's property, and people
fighting were the significant positive associates for robbery in
general (pooled sample), while the low income/low crime results
showed trouble-makers hanging around, and people saying insulting
things were the significant positive associates of robbery. The
low income/high crime community showed a significant positive as¬
sociation of robbery with trouble-makers hanging around, neigh¬
bors not getting along, people saying insulting things, tres¬
passing on other's property and people fighting.
Among the community facilities, there were no significant
, correlations in general (pooled sample) in the low income/high
crime community nor the low income/low crime community for rob¬
bery,
3, Assault - The relationship of the variables under study with as¬
sault can be examined from the correlation coefficients presented
in Table 8.
Among the structural characteristics, age, education, and
marital status were the significant negative associates of as¬
sault, while the number of female adults in the household and
occupation were the significant positive associates in general
(pooled sample). For the low income/low crime group, age, marital
Table 8, Pearsons' Correlation Coefficients Between Assault and the Select¬










Age -0.2181* -0.2984 -0.2786*
Education -0.0979 -0.01238 -0.1009
Marital Status -0.0758* -0.1416* -0.1654*
Number of Children -0.0451 -0.0343 0.0055
Rel1g1on 0.0492 0.1043 -0.0011
Size of Household 0.0337 0.1602* 0.0437
Number of Male Adults In
the Household 0.0640 0.1921 -0.0678
Number of Female Adults In
the Household -0.0043 -0.0010 0.0624
Number of Male Children
in the Household 0.0394 0.0111 0.0102
Number of Female Children
in the Household 0.1928* 0.0259 0.0808
Occupation 0.1279* -0.0499 0.0672
Duration of Stay -0.0911 -0.0673 -0.1203
Sex -0.0255 -0.0863 -0.0355
Criminal Characterl sties
Excessive Drinking of
Alcohol in Public Places 0.3934* 0.4476* 0.2685*
Fear of Crime 0.3619* 0.3777* 0.4060*









Property 0.2375 0.3009* 0.1228
People Using Narcotics
in Public Places 0.4185* 0.3642* 0.4551*
Dangerousness in
Community -0.3680* -0.2668* -0.3549*
Community Integration
Trouble-makers Hanging
Around 0.3877 0.3760* 0.3241*
Neighbors Not Getting
Along 0.2860* 0.0720 0.3926*
People Saying Insulting
Things 0.3157* 0.2936* 0.2217*
Trespassing on Private
Property 0.1727* 0.2327* 0.2113*
People Fighting 0.5352* 0.6540* 0.4251*
Community Facilities
Police -0.1658* -0.3683* -0.0059
Public Health Facilities -0.1365* -0.0271 -0.1041
Public Transportation -0.0465 0.0019 -0.1365*
♦Significant at 0.05 Level.
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status, and size of household are the significant positive asso¬
ciates of assault. For the low incoitie/high crime group, age and
marital status were significant negative associates of assault.
Among the criminal characteristics, excessive drinking of al¬
cohol in public places, fear of crime, people damaging other's
property and people using narcotics in public places were the sig¬
nificant positive associates and dangerousness of the community
was the significant negative associate for assault in general
(pooled sample). For low income/low crime groups, excessive
drinking of alcohol in public, fear of crime, people damaging
other's property, and people using narcotics in public places were
the significant positive associates. Dangerousness of the com¬
munity was the only significant negative associate. For the low
income/high crime group, excessive drinking of alcohol in public
places, fear of crime, and people using narcotics in public places
were the significant positive associates; whereas, dangerousness
of the community was the significant negative associate of assault.
Among the community integration characteristics, trouble¬
makers hanging around, neighbors not getting along, people saying
insulting things, trespassing on other's property and people
fighting were all significant positive associates of assault in
general (pooled sample). The low income/low crime community
showed significant positive association with trouble-makers hang¬
ing around, people saying insultings things, trespassing on
other's property, and people fighting. For the low income/high
crime group, trouble-makers hanging around, neighbors not getting
along, people fighting, people saying insulting things, and tres-
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passing on other's property were all significant positive asso¬
ciates of assault.
Among the community facilities, police and public health
facilities were significant associates of assault. Police was a
significant negative associate for the low income/low crime com¬
munity and public transportation was a significant negative asso¬
ciate for the low income/high crime group.
This chapter was primarily devoted to data analysis. The analysis con¬
tained both descriptive and inferential levels. The results partially sup¬
ported our hypotheses through the analysis. The following chapter will in¬
clude a summary, conclusions and implications.
CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
This thesis examined the relationship between types of crimes and a
number of structural characteristics, criminal characteristics, community
integration characteristics, and public facilities available for two groups:
low income with low crime and low income with high crime. The data used in
this study was a part of the large data set conducted by Debro ^ al. on
race and crime.The study covers 145 persons in the low income/low crime
community and 164 persons in the low income/high crime community.
Several levels of analyses were employed. A descriptive analysis pre¬
sented a complete description of all sampled responses. This was followed
by a correlation analysis in which Pearsons* Correlation Coefficients were
computed between the types of crimes and structural, criminal and commun¬
ity integration characteristics and availability of public facilities.
Finally, a two-tail T-test was conducted to test the hypotheses stated in
Chapter One.
Structural characteristics consisted of 13 variables: age, education,
marital status, number of children, religion, size of household, number of
male adults in the household, number of female adults in the household, num¬
ber of male children in the household, number of female children in the
household, occupation, duration of stay, and sex.
Criminal characteristics consisted of five variables: excessive drink¬
ing of alcohol in public places, fear of crime, people damaging other's pro-
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perty, people using narcotics in public places, and dangerousness of the
community.
Community integration characteristics consisted of five variables:
trouble-makers hanging around, neighbors not getting along, people saying
insulting things, trespassing on other's property, and people fighting.
Finally, community facilities consisted of three types: police, public
health, and public transportation facilities.
The types of crimes (dependent variable) consisted of three categories:
burglary, robbery, and assault.
Findings
This section examines the hypotheses stated in Chapter One, Table 9
provides the related information.
Hypothesis One
The first hypothesis to be tested in this study was:
The low income/high crime population is significantly different





d. number of children
e. religion
f. size of household
g. number of male adults in the household
h. number of female adults in the household
i. number of male children in the household
j. number of female children in the household
k. occupation
l. sex
This hypothesis can be accepted as stated only in terms of age, education
and number of children in the household, where the significant difference
between the low income/low crime community and the low income/high crime
Table 9. T-Values and The<r Significance Levels for the Selected Vari¬








Age 1.10 0.575 Not Significant
Education 1.65 0.002 Significant
Marital Status 1.17 0.354 Not Significant
Number of Children 2.23 0.000 Significant
Religion 1.28 0.143 Not Significant
Size of Household 1.26 0.161 Not Significant
Number of Male Adults In
the Household 1.04 0.842 Not Significant
Number of Female Adults in
the Household 1.11 0.567 Not Significant
Number of Male Children
In the Household 1.12 0.718 Not Significant
Number of Female Children
In the Household 1.21 0.534 Not Significant
Occupation 1.05 0.765 Not Significant
Duration of Stay 1.40 0.063 Not Significant
Sex — — Very Significant
Criminal Characteristics
Excessive Drinking of
Alcohol in Public Places 1.18 0.318 Not Significant









Property 1.65 0.003 Significant
People Using Narcotics
in Public Places 1.07 0.706 Not Significant
Dangerousness in
Community 1.16 0.368 Not Significant
Community Integration
Trouble-makers Hanging
Around 1.62 0.004 Significant
Neighbors Not Getting
Along 1.17 0.340 Not Significant
People Saying Insulting
Things 1.19 0.296 Not Significant
Trespassing on Private
Property 1.29 0.113 Not Significant
People Fighting 1.37 0.052 Significant
Community Facilities
Police 1.12 0.508 Not Significant
Public Health Facilities 1.02 0.930 Not Significant
Public Transportation 1.12 0.515 Not Significant
Types of Crimes
Burglary 1.23 0.221 Not Significant
Robbery 1.97 0.000 Significant
Assault 1.94 0.000 Significant
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community was evidenced. The remaining structural characteristics did not
support the hypothesis.
Hypothesis Two
The second hypothesis to be tested was;
The low Income/high crime population Is significantly different
from the low Income/low crime population In terms of community
Integration factors, l.e,;
a. excessive drinking of alcohol In public places
b. fear of crime
c. people damaging other's property
d. people using narcotics In public places
e. dangerousness of the community
This hypothesis can be accepted as stated only In the case of "people
damaging other's property," The remaining four variables did not show a
significant difference between the two communities.
Hypothesis Three
The third hypothesis to be tested was;
The low Income/hlqh crime population Is significantly different
from the low Income/low crime population In terms of community
Integration factors. 1,e,;
a. trouble-makers hanging around
b. neighbors not getting along
c. people saying Insulting things
d. trespassing in the yards
e. people fighting
This hypothesis can be accepted as stated In terms of "trouble-makers
hanging around", and "people fighting," which showed significant differences
between the low Income/low crime population and the low Income/high crime
population. The remaining three variables did not show a significant dif¬
ference between the two communities.
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Hypothesis Four
The fourth hypothesis In this study was;
The Tow Income/hlgh crime population Is significantly different
from the low Income/Tow crime population In terms of the available
community facilities, I.e.;
a. police
b. public health facilities
c. public transportation
This hypothesis can be accepted as stated. As shown In Table 9, the vari¬
ables stated above did not reveal a significant difference between the low
Income/high crime and low Income/low crime populations.
Hypothesis Five
The fifth hypothesis to be tested In this study was:
The low Income/hlgh crime population Is significantly different





This hypothesis can be accepted as stated for robbery and assault. These
two types of crimes showed a significant difference between the two communi¬
ties being studied. The only type of crime which did not show a significant
difference between the two communities was burglary.
Conclusions and Implications
This study has shown that the low Income/high crime community differs
from the low Income/low crime community In the case of selected structural,
criminal, and community Integration characteristics, and types of crimes.
The extent of facilities available to these communities did not show any
significant Impact on crime.
This study is somewhat a milestone, since It deals with crime patterns
within one Income group, as opposed to the usual trend of studying low In¬
come In comparison to high Income populations. Therefore, future studies
might further explore Intra-Income aspects of crime In an attempt to explain
causes of crime. Also, a comprehensive study of the criminal characteris¬
tics of the community, community Integration, types of crimes Inherent to
that community and certain structural characteristics should be conducted
to educate, counsel and to bring behavioral modifications to these communi¬
ties that are stricken with high crime rates.
This study also emphasizes that the government should provide for
public and/or private personnel to counsel and work with the community to
alleviate those criminal characteristics, strengthen community integration
and bring desirable structural changes that tend to have a significant
Impact on criminality. Finally, eliminating crimes in the community such
as burglary, robbery and assault is our everlasting concern.
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